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CHAPTER I 
IN'rRODUCTION 
Teacher unrest and expression of concern throughout 
the United States point clearly to the need for a workable 
negotiations agreement between boards of education and 
teachers. Several states already have eXisting statutes 
which provide for professional negotiation. The idea of 
professional negotiation is the leading topic of current 
discussion in professional teacher associations. The recent 
Iowa State Education Association Delegate Assembly placed 
professional negotiations at the top of all legislative 
priorities for the coming session. 
Public school administrators must be aware of their 
changing role in education, both from the standpoint of 
their work responsibilities and of their participation in 
the organized profession. One of the major problems con­
cerning school negotiations is the role of the principal. l 
What will be the role of the public school principal? On 
Which side of the bargaining table should he sit? The 
answers to these questions are currently being studied and 
discussed by various administrative groups throughout the 
country. 
IGareld Jackson, and others, "professional Negotia­
tion as Viewed by the Principal, Ii Midland Schools, LXYJeII 
(May-June, 1968), 10. 
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I.. THE PROBLEM 
statement of the problem.. The purpose of this study 
was to determine: (1) what public school principals from 
selected Iowa high schools feel their role should be, and 
(2) what it actually is in professional negotiation. 
Importance of ~ study.. Few studies concerning the 
role of the public school principal in professional negotia­
tion have been made and the results published in the state 
of Iowa. No publication of similar studies conducted in the 
state of Iowa were available in the Drake University Library 
at the time of this study. Studies have been published in 
national publications indicating the concern of school 
administrators throughout the United States. 
From the point of view of professional negotiations, 
the respective positions of the board and teachers are rela­
tively clear. Wha t is not so clear is the role of the 
principal. This study attempted to clarify this role. 
II. PURPOSE OF THE SiUDY 
The purpose of this study was to provide information
. . . 
concerning the present role of principals in professional 
negotiation and what they feel their appropriate role should 
be. Information has been collected and recon~endations have 
3
 
been made to Iowa school districts as to bow the public 
school principal should be incorporated into professional 
negotia tion. 
III. PROCEDURE 
The study was initiated with a review'of the related 
literature. Information was obtained from books, current 
periodicals, pamphlets, and organizational publications. 
The second step of the study was to survey the 
principals of the fifty largest senior high schools in Iowa. 
This list was obtained from the Iowa State Education 
Associa tlon. 
The information was collected by the use of a ques­
tionnaire. Ideas for items to be used in the questionnaire 
were obtained from the research of the related literature. 
The viewpoints of various authorities served as a guide to 
the structure and content of the que s ti onnaire. The ques­
tionnaire was sent to the twelve junior high school prin­
cipals in the city of Des Moines to determine its validity. 
The data were compiled and the analysis gave a con­
sensus of opinIon as to what the principal t s role is and 
what it should be as viewed by the selected principals. 
From these results, conclusions and recorn~endations were ~~de. 
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IV. DEFINITIONS OF TERMS 
The following are definitions of terms used in this 
study: 
Professional negotiation. Professional negotiation 
is a process Wherein the parties come to the negotiating 
table with divergent points of view about various items and 
through discussion move toward consensus so that an agree­
ment may be reached. Negotiation, as it is used in this 
study, differs from collective bargaining in that it is 
structured to conform to the educational environment. 
Middle management. Middle management as it is used 
in this study refers to the intermediate administrators, 
such as principals, directors, and departmental super­
visors. 
V. LDllITATrONS OF THE STUDY 
This study concentrated on the role of the principal 
in the total professional negotiation process involving 
teachers, superintendents, and boards of education con­
cerned with the improvement of the education of youth. The 
study did not concern itself with a principals t negotiating 
unit bargaining solely for its own conditions of employment. 
5 
Schools used in the survey were selected with regard 
to size. The survey included the principals of the fifty 
largest high schools in the state of Iowa. As a result of 
this sampling, conclusions and recommendations were based 
on the opinions of principals from the relatively larger 
school systems in the state. 
Literature concerning the role of the public school 
principal in professional negotiation will be discussed in 
the following chapter. 
CHAPTER II 
REVI'b.""W OF LITERA'll(JRE 
The purpose of this chapter is to present a survey 
of what educators and other interested persons have written 
about the role of the public school principal in profes­
sional negotiation. 
1. ENVIRONMI~NTAL EFFECTS ON THE 
PRINCIPAL'S ROLE 
The question as to whether or not the principal will 
be a part of the teachers' bargaining team will often be 
determined by local circumstances. The two major teachers' 
organizations, the American Federation of Teachers and the 
National Education Association, have written policies con­
cerning the inclusion of administrative and supervisory 
personnel within their ranks. 
Principals and supervisors may be included in the 
American Federation of Teachers. The organization's con­
stitution leaves the question of membership squarely in the 
hands of local affiliates. The only persollOel barred from 
membership in the locals by the national constitution are 
superintendents of schools; however, it is the belief of 
7 
the Federation th~t principals or other first-line super­
visors should be excluded from the teachers' negotiating 
unit. As with the American Federation of Teachers, local 
affiliates of the National Education Association are free 
to organize in any manner which seems most suitable to 
ltheir purposes. 
Although these statements depict the philosophy of 
the two organizations at the national level, a greater split 
between Itlabortt and ftmanagementU seems to be emerging. 
Cunningham described the situation as follows: 
The precedent of big city AFT contracts, along with 
the growing sensitivity of the NEA to changes of being 
a IJ company union, U has made the position of principal 
within the local organization tenuous at best. In 
many bargaining agreements, for example, principals, 
department chairmen, and guidance counselors ~re 
excluded from the employees' bargaining team. 
The position of the principal with regard to his 
relationship to the teachers' representatives at the 
negotiating table is often determined by the negotiation 
IT. M. Stinnett, Jack Kleinrnann, and Martha Ware, 
Professional Negotiation in Public Education (New York: 
The MacmIllan Company, 1950), pp. 158-59. 
2Luvern L. Cunningham, "Implications of Collective 
Negotiations for the Role of the Principal," Readings on 
Collective Negotiations in Public Educati~n, Stanley M:-Elam, 
Myron Lleoerman, and Michael H. Moskow, eas. (Chicago: Rand 
McNally and Company, 1967), p. 303. 
8 
statute of the state, if one exists. There are several 
patterns of state legislation on the inclusion or exclusion 
of administrative personnel in the basic teacher unit. In 
Oregon, administrative personnel are included by law, and 
there is no alternative except individual representation. 
Of those states which do have legislation concerning col­
lective action by public school employees, only Rhode Island 
specifically prohibits the participation of principals. l 
The interpretation of the state statute by the state 
labor relations board also greatly determines the environ­
ment in which the principal finds himself. For instance, 
the Michigan Labor Relations Board has interpreted its 
state statute as prohibiting the participation by principals 
in the teachers' bargaining unit. The Wisconsin Kmployee 
Relations Board has required that each case be judged on its 
2 
own merits. 
Another factor which has definitely affected the 
choice of negotiators is the size of the school system. In 
the large urban districts usually there has been a team of 
administrative personnel which negotiates for the school 
IMyron Lieberman, and Michael Moskow, Collective 
Negotiations for Teachers (Chicago: Rand McNally and Com­
pany, 1966), ~158. 
2Allen Dale Olson, "The Principal and Professional 
Negotiation," Nattonal Elementary Principal, XLVI (April, 
1967), 31. 
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board. This team is likely to include assistant super­
intendents, principals, and other supervisors. 1 Some large 
districts have had full-time permanent personnel for this 
task. In medium-sized districts, often the assistant super­
intendent has been in charge of the board's negotiating 
team which is also very likely to include principals. In 
the smaller districts the teachers have usually negotiated 
directly with the board rather than the superintendent or 
the boardts negotiating team. In this situation the prin­
2
cipal is probably by-passed. 
Another factor closely related to the size of the 
school district is the degree to which the principal is an 
administrator or supervisor as opposed to a classroom 
teacher. In some districts the principal i3 a full-time 
administrator with all the powers to employ and dismiss. 
In other districts, the majority of the principal's time 
3 
may be spent in the role of a classroom teacher. This 
evidence would seem to conclude that the role will be 
partially determined by the special circumstances which 
exist in each local school district. 
lLieberman and Moskow, £e. cit., pp. 249-50. 
2Ibid., p. 250. 
\Uchael H. Moskow, Teachers and Unions (Philadelphia: 
University of Pennsylvania, 1966), p:-I4I. 
10 
II. EXPRESSED OPINIONS CONCERNING THE
 
PRINCIPAL'S ROLE
 
Looking beyond representation, where is the prin~ 
cipa1 1 s place in negotiation likely to develop? On which 
side of the bargaining table will the principal sit? Will 
the traditional role of the principal as an educational 
leader in the school continue'? What will be some of' his 
new responsibilities in the negotiation process? The 
answers to these questions are important factors which help 
determine the role of the public school principal in profes­
sional negotiation. Epstein stated tha t: II The role of the 
principal in the pioneer phases of teacher-board negotiations 
and joint policy-making has as yet not become clearly defined 
or established. 1l1 In some districts the principal bas been 
included in the teachers' negotiating team. In other 10ca1­
ities principals have served as consultants to or partic­
ipants of the administrative team. There have also been 
several instances where there has been no involvement what­
2 
soever	 of principals in the negotiation process. 
IBenjamtn Epstein, !tTue NABS? and Collective Negotia­
tions, It Readings on Collective Negotia tions in Public 
Education, StanIe]1l/!. BIam, Myron Lieberman, and Michael H. 
Moskow, eos. (Chicago: Rand McNally and Company, 1967), 
p.	 188. 
2Ibid • 
-
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Principals are very much involved with the decisions 
which are made at the negotiating table; therefore, they 
should be directly involved with the making of these 
decisions. Epstein, speaking for the National Association 
of Secondary-School Principals said: 
Since so very much of all negotiations between 
teachers and school boards in one way or another 
impinges upon the principals' functions and status, 
principals are pressing for participation in the 
negotiations ••• less and less as part of a general 
professional unit and more and more as an independent 
unit at the negotiating table or as a part of the 
administrative team involved in negotiations ••• the 
latter more usual in small comrnunities, the former in 
larger school systems. 
Principals see no ominous tbreat to themselves in 
collective negotiations. They do, however, strongly 
assert that their own absence from such negotiations 
is indefensible. Their presence would produce more 
workable and more satisfactory agreements. Principals 
might even ask for some items for teachers that the 
teachers themselves would be apt to overlook. 
Principals welcome the concept of formal across-the­
table negotiations between teachers vis-a.-vis their 
employers, the school boards plus their administrative 
and supervisory staffs of superintendents and principals. 
We believe that such negotiations will bring greater 
dignity to the teaching profession as well as greater 
respect for teachers by others and by teachers for 
themselves .1 
From the point of view of professional negotiations, 
the respective positions of the board and teachers are rela­
tively clear. What is not so clear is the role of the 
principal who is often classified as tlmiddle management." 
lIbid.• , p. 194. 
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Cunningham pointed out that the principals who have 
maintained excellent principal-staff interaction involving 
educa tional problems of mutu.al concern will satisfactorily 
emerge from the negotiation process. On the other hand, 
the principal who has derived his authority from the title 
1
of his office will not successfully survive the change. 
Summarizing his views on the appropriate role of the prin­
cipal at the bargaining table, Cunningham stated: llAbout 
all that we can say definitely is that if the principal is 
to be heard, he must be heard as a member of the administra­
tive team rather than as a spokesman for the teachers.,t2 
Cunningham discussed ana ther 1tern whi ch may be a hint 
as to the future role of the principal in professional 
negotiations. The Carnegie Corporation and the United 
States Office of Education are currently involved in the 
development of a national assessment program. Due to modern 
technology, many new instruments are available which prin­
cipals could use for assessment of the productivity of the 
school enterprise.) Cunningham said: 
Principals will have a powerful new tool for institu­
tional control. They will be able to provide superinten­
dents and board members with extensive data which top 
lCunningham, op. cit., p. 304·
 
Jrbid., p. )11.
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educational management can bring to the bargaining 
table. These data will become a part of the bargain­
ing exchange••• if the data are positive in terms of 
reporting good productivity they provide top manage­
ment With one set of strategies. On the other hand, if 
teacher performance has been shabby such data providr 
the board with quite another bargaining perspective. 
The American Association of School Administrators 
believes that principals and supervisors must be active 
participants in the negotiating process, probably as a 
part of the administrative team. Its opinion is stated as 
follows: 
If representatives of principals and supervisors 
participate on the administrative team as regular 
members, they will be able to understand better what 
is going on. They won't have to get information in 
a second -- or third -- hand nmnner. Principals and 
supervisors ultimately have important functions to 
perform in the implementation of negotiated agreements. 
Active representation in the negotiation process 
facilitates the orientation of administrators and 
supervisors when it comes tim~ to explain the meaning 
of the agreement or contract. 
It is difficult to specify for anyone school system 
the precise roles of administrators and supervisors in the 
negotiation process. What is important is for each school 
system to clearly define roles before negotiation begins. 
There are many models of negotiation now in operation 
lIbid., p. 312. 
2American Association of School Administrators, 
School Adminis tra tors View Professional Negotia tions (vVash­
ing€on: The Deparbffien~ the American Association of 
School Administrators, National Education Association, 
1966), p. 39. 
throughout the United States. Each school system must 
choose a model which it feels is best suited to its own 
unique situation. The diagram below illustrates one such 
mode 1 for It acros s the table negotia tion. li 1 
Teacher Board of' 
Association Ratifiers Education 
~\ 
.
. 
Teacher tIi<-----~~ Nego tia tors Administrative 
Team » Team 
Superintendent 
( Chairman) 
Central Office 
Administrators 
Principals 
It is necessary to consider all requests at the 
negotiating table in light of their affects on the total 
educational process. Many of the teachers' requests will 
affect the manner in which the principal will run the 
school. A few examples of popular request would include 
the following: relief from nonteaching chores, extra duty 
assignnlents, limitations on number of teachin~ periods per 
day, duty-free lunch periods, and use of toacher aides. The 
lIbid., p. 35. 
-
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"middle manager sIt are probably in the best posi tion to 
predict what influences the proposed changes will have on 
the education of youth. Since many of the requests will 
influence the administration of the local school, the prin­
cipal must also be involved in the negotiation sessions so 
Ithat he will be able to adequately implement the agreements. 
The National Association of Secondary-School Principals 
believes that teachers, principals, superintendents, and 
school boards must be united in a working partnership directed 
toward improving the education of youth. The principal is 
held accountable for every phase of a sch.ool' B life; there­
fore, he must have a voice in all educational decisions being 
made at the conference table. Specific roles for the prin­
cipal in professional negotiations are suggested by the 
IJa tional Associa tion of Secondary-School Principals and are 
summarized by E~atein as follows: 
In small school districts where principals are few 
in number, they should be active members of the admin­
istrative team involved in negotiations. In larger 
communities, principals may find it both necessary and 
effective to organize strong negotia. ting uni ts of their 
own or, coop~ratively, with other administrators and 
supervisors. 
Some educators feel that the role of the principal 
throughout negotiations must be one of a It c heck and ba.lance," 
1
Ibid., p. 70. 
2Benja.mln :!1'pstein, 'l'he Principal' s ~ in.Collective 
Nego tis. ti ons b~-j tween !eachers and School Bo~rd ~lWashington: 
Na tiona.! Assocla tion or Secondary-School Prlnclpa.ls, 1965), 
p. 10. 
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agent. This means that he will be a mediator for the 
learner. Since his position is that of a m1ddle~An, he is 
the one who should rise up above all controversy and speak 
objectively concerning learning and the learner. l 
The National Education Association infers that the 
principal can be a part of the local teacher association 
and be an effective member of its negotiating team. Carr 
summarized the view of the Association as follows: 
One cannot give pat formulas concerning the prin­
cipal's role in professional negotiation. In the 
final analysis, the most appropriate pattern for 
negotiation should be left to local preference, based 
upon unique local circumstances. Certainly, where a 
tradition of effective action by the local professional 
staff has been developed and is working well, the policy 
should be continued. Above all, principals must not be 
spectators when decisions are made about the course of 
education in their communities. They belong with their 
colleagues, in their professional associations. Lnac­
tion and disinterest separate, and alienate teachers2and principals as surely as open hostility. 
In support of this idea is Olson who stated that most prin­
cipals feel they should be involved in the negotiation 
process, usually as members of the inclusive teachers' 
associa tions. 3 
lHarold 1'. Shafer, "Teacher Power and the Middleman 
in Education,il Theory into Practice, VII (April, 1968), 
72-73. 
2William G. Carr, "Principal's Role in Professional 
Negotia tion, It Bulle tin gf the National Ass?cia tion of 
Seconda£y-School Principals, L (April, 1960), 53. 
30130n, OPe cit., p. 32 • 
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other educators have suggested that the role of the 
principal should be one of an advisory capacity. He would 
not actually belong to either negotiating team but would 
be a consultant to both sidss. Followers of this school 
of thought believe that the principal should provide both 
the superintendent and the teachers wi th pertinent informa­
tien. The principal is often in the best position to 
identify situations causing dissatisfaction and can make 
1
suggestions to aid their remedy. Often the principal is 
in accord With the objectives of the teachers; however, he 
must be free to disagree whenever he feels that their 
2desires may be injurious to the educational program. 
King discussed arguments against including the 
principal on the teachers' negotiating team. These argu­
menta included: 
L	 A fear of administrative coercion. 
2.	 An apparent or assumed conflict of interests. 
A weakening of the teacher position if the3· interests of the principal are considered. 
A "suspectU attitude toward the principal as4· 
the superintendent 1 s agent.
A feeling that the princIpal's role as a member5· 
of the teachers' group is incompatible wi th 
his role as the first rung of the administra­
tive ladder in all grievance procedures. 3 
IHarrv A. Becker, liThe Role of School Administra­
u	 "tors in Professional Negotiations, American School Board 
Journal, L (May, 1965), 9. 
2 J. ames C . Kin,g "New Directions for Collective 
Negotia tion, tiNa tional Elementary Principal, XIJVII 
(September, 1967), 45. 
3Ibid ., p. 46. 
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the inclusion of the 
concerns cannot 
problems avoids 
actually strengthens 
team: 
King also stated reasons for 
principal on the teachers t negotia ting 
1.	 Administrative and faculty
 
rationally be separated.

2. A common sense approach to 
coercion. - ­
3.	 The process democratizes and
 
administrative authority.

4·	 Both principals and teachers are agents of the 
board of education.5.	 Involving principals assures that their major 
needs will be considered. l 
The Ohio Department of Elementary School Principals 
feels	 that the principal must be heard as to how proposed 
negotiation matters would positively or negatively affect 
2the school program. The Iowa Department of Elementary 
School Principals and the Iowa Association of Secondary 
School Principals stated its beliefs in a joint position 
paper: 
The principal's first responsibility is to the 
students and to the maintenance of a proper learning 
envirolli~ent. Thus, if conflicts arise as a result of 
professional negotiations, the prirr~ry concern of the 
principal must be the welfare of the student.3 
This chapter has presented a review of the writings 
of educators and other interested persons concerned with 
lIbido 
2Don Gilbert, Professional Negotiations and the 
Elementary School Principal (Columbus, Ohio: Ohio Depart­
ment of Elementary School Principals, 1967), p. 5. 
3Jackson, and others, Ope cit., p. 10. 
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the role of the public school principal in professional 
negotiation. 
Chapter III reports the findings of the survey 
which was conducted by the use of a questionnaire. 
III 
PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS 
chapter was collected 
CHAPTER 
Tne information found in tnis 
by the use of a questionnaire. Ideas for items to be used 
in the questionnaire were obtained from the research of the 
related literature. The viewpoints of various authorities 
served as a guide to the structure and content of the 
questionnaire. 
The questionnaire was sent to the twelve junior 
high school principals in the city of Des Moines to deter­
mine its validity. Certain corrections were made and a 
revised questionnaire resulted. The "cover" letter and 
final questionnaire appear in Appendix A. 
Questiolillaires were also sent to the principals 
of the fifty largest public senior high schools in the 
state of Iowa. This list was obtained from the Iowa State 
Education Association and appears in Appendix B. Forty-
eight of the principals completed the questio~naire. The 
findings of the survey have been reported in this chapter. 
The responses to the first item of the questioIh~aire 
indicated that the study had included Iowa senior high 
schools with enrollments of 474 to 2,300 students. 
21 
Table I illustrates the current involvement of the 
principals and school districts in professional negotiation. 
TABLE I 
PARTICIPA'rION OP 'IHF.~ SELECTED IOWA SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
AND THEIR HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPALS 
IN PROFESSIONAL l'l'EGOTIATIOliI 
Selected Items in the Not 
(~ue s tionnaire Involved Involved 
School districts involved in 
professional negotiation 27 20 
Principals involved in 
professional negotiation 9 39 
Twenty-seven of the principals stated that their school 
districts were involved in professional negotiation. Twenty 
said that their districts were not involved. One principal 
did not answer this ~uestion. Only nine principals had 
recently been included in pr'ofessional negotia tion sessions. 
The responses of the principals to several items 
appearing in the questionnaire are illustrated in Table II. 
22 
TABLE II 
OPINIONS OF SELECTED IOWA HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPALS 
CONCERNING TIlE NB~D OF A STATE PROFESSIONAL 
NEGOTIATION LAW AlfD THE DEFINITION OF THE 
PRINCIPAL'S ROLE IN NEGOTIATION SESSIONS 
Number of Principals 
Indica.ting 
Selected Items in the Un­
Q,uestionnaire Yes No decided 
Principal's role is clearly 
defined in the school 
district 
Principal should actively 
participate in the 
negotiation sessions 
Iowa has need of a state 
professional negotiation 
law 
Principal's role should be 
specifically defined 
Principals should be included 
as members of local affiliate 
of AFT or N'k'..A 
11 34 1 
35 7 6 
31 7 10 
23 6 5 
26 9 11 
To the question, liDo you feel that the role of the 
principal in teacher-board negotiations and joint policy-
making is clearly defined or established in your school 
district?" thirty-four of the principals responded nega­
tively. One of the principals who ansi'lered Hyes" to the 
question restricted his answer to joint policy-making. 
23 
Another principal stated that the situation was presently 
being proposed in his SChool district. The question was 
not answered by one principal. 
The principals were then asked to respond to the 
question, t1Should the principal be an active participant 
in professional negotiation sessions?" Thirty-five prin­
cipals felt that the principal should be an active 
participant. Six principals were undecided with reference 
to this item. 
The principals were asked if Iowa needs a state law 
concerning professional negotiation. Thirty-one prin­
cipals believed that such a law should be established; ten 
stated that they were undecided about the issue. 
Of those principals indicating a need for a state 
law concerning professional negotiation twenty-three felt 
that the principal's role should be specifically defined. 
Six principals stated that the principal's role should 
not be specifically defined. 
To the question, "Should pr:'Lncipals be included 
as members of either the local affiliate of the American 
Federation of Teachers or the local association of the 
National EClucation Association?" twent;)r-six principals 
responded with a positive answer and nine responded 
negatively. Eleven principals were undecided with 
24 
reference to thi s item. Of the principals answering ftyeslt 
to the question, three of them restrioted their positive 
answers to the local assoc iation of the Ha tional Educa tion 
Association. One principal pointeo out that in certain 
districts unified membership exists and that to be a member 
of the National Education Association one also has to be 
affiliated with the local association. This question was 
not answered by one principal. 
The nex t question asked, llShould the principal ever 
be included in the negotiation sessions as a member of the 
teachers' negotiating team?" The reactions to this ques­
tion are given in Table III. 
TABLE III 
OPINIONS OF SELBCTED IOWA nIGH ~CBOOL PRINCIPALS
 
AS TO THEIR INCLUSION ON TtG TEACHERS'
 
NEGO TIATING TEAM
 
Number of Principals Indicating 
Questionnaire 
Item Yes No Undecided 
Dependent 
on Local 
Circumstances 
Principals should be 
included on the 11 17 7 I) 
teachers' negotiat­
ing team 
Seventeen principals felt that they should not be 
included as members of the teachers' negotiating team. 
T~irteen believed that the answer to this questi(:m was 
dependent on the local circumstances. Eleven principals 
answered the question positively and seven were undecided 
with regard to the item. 
The nine principals who had recently been involved 
in nrofessional negotiation sessions (Table I) were then 
asked about their role in the sessions. Their participa­
tion is illustrated in Table IV. 
TABLE IV 
RECENT PARTICIPATION OF SELECTED IOWA HIGH SCHOOL 
PRINCIPALS IN PROFESSIONAL NEGOTIATION SESSIONS 
Number of 
Role of the Principal Principals 
Member of the teachers' negotiating 
team
 
l..~ember of the adminis tra tive negotia t­

3
 
ing team ifI. 
Advisor to the teachers' negotiating 
team 3 
Advisor to the administrative negotiat­
ing team 2 
Advisor and consultant to both teams o 
Independent voice in the negotiation 1 
No involvement o 
Othor (Please specify) Board Member 1 
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Four of the principals stated that they had served 
as members of the administrative negotiating team, and 
three principals had served as members of the teachers' 
negotiating team. Three principals had participated as 
advisors to the teachers' negotiating team, and two prin­
cipals had been involved as advisors to the administrative 
negotiating team. 
The degree of involvement of these principals in 
recent professional negotiation sessions is shown in 
Table V. 
TABLl":: V 
DEGREE OF INVOLVETJIENT OF SELECTED IO~7A HIGH SCHOOL
 
PRINCIPALS IN RECENT PROFESSIONAL
 
If2GOTIATION SESSIONS
 
..... 
Nu~ber of Principals 
Designating Degree of 
Involvement';~ 
Role of the Principal 1 2 3 
Member of the teachers' 
negotiating team 3 o o 
Member of the administrative 
negotiating team 3 1 o 
Advisor to the teachers' 
negotiating team 1 2 o 
Advisor to the administrative 
negotiating team 1 o 1 
*1 : greatest degree of involvement 
2 = moderate degree of involvement 
3 : least degree of involvement 
o 
o 
o 
o 
3 
of 
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tha t 
the 
TABLE V (continued) 
Number of Principals 
Designating Degree 
Involvement~: 
Role of the Principal 1 2 
Advisor and consultant to both 
teams o o 
Independent voice in the 
negotiation 1 o 
No involvement o o 
Other (:Please spe cif'y) 
Board Member o 1 
*1 • greatest degree of involvement
 
2 ~ moderate degree of involvement
 
3 ~ least degree of involvement
 
All nine of these principals who had assumed roles 
in recent negotiation sessions stated that they had been 
involved in the process. Each of the principals stated 
one or more capacities in Which he served at the negotia­
tion sessions. Three principals stated that their greatest 
degree of involvement was as members of the teachers' 
negotia ting team, and three 0 the r princi pals be lieved 
their greatest degree of service was as members of the 
administrativo negotiating team. One principal said that he 
had served primarily as an advisor to the teachers' negotiat­
ing team, and another had served as an advisor to the admin­
istrative negotiatin[~; team. One principal felt that his 
greatest degree of involvement was in the fOl~ of an 
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independent voice in the negotiation. 
The principals were then asked the que stion, "Wha t 
do you believe should be the role of the public school 
principal in professional negotia tion?" ~~heir response s 
to this question are illustrated in Table VI. Six of the 
principals checked more than one role which they felt 
should be assumed by the principal in professional 
negotiation. Twenty-two principals felt that the prin­
cipalts role should be one of an advisor and consultant 
TABLE VI 
HESPONSES OF SEL:~CTED IOWA HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPALS
 
CONCERNING WHAT SHOULD BE TI-IE ROLE OF THE
 
PRINCIPAL IN PROFESSIONAL NEGOTIATION
 
Number of 
Role of the Principal Replies 
Member of the teachers t negotiating team 2 
Member of the administrative negotiating 
team 13 
Advisor to the teachers t negotiating team 6 
Advisor to the administrative negotiating 
team 7 
Advisor and consultant to both teams 22 
Independent voice in the negotiation 4 
No involvement 1 
Other (Please specify) o 
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to both teams. ~Phirteen principals believed tha t the 
principal should serve as a member of the administrative 
negotiating team. Seven principals stated that he should 
serve primarily as an advisor to the administrative 
negotiating team, and six felt that he should be an 
advisor to the teachers' negotiating team. Only one prin­
cipal stated the principal should not be involved in the 
negotia tion. 
In the next question the principals were asked 
lIWha t do you believe !!l1. be the role of the public school 
principal in professional negotiation?" The responses of 
the principals are given in Table VII. Five of the prin­
cipals checked more than one role which they felt will be 
assumed by the principal in professional negotiation. 
Twenty-three principals felt that the role of the principal 
in professional negotiation will be served as a member of 
the administrative negotiating team. Eight stated that the 
principal would serve as an advisor to the administrative 
negotiating team. Seven principals believed that the role 
of the principal in professional negotiation would be 8erv­
ing as an advisor and consultant to both teams. Five prin­
cipals felt that the role of such a principal would be an 
independent voice in the negotiation, and four expressed 
belief that the principal would not be involved. None of 
30 
TABLE VII
 
RESPONSES OF SELECTED IOWA HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPALS
 
CONCERNING WHA T WILL BE 'IRE ROLE OF 'IRE
 
PRINCIPAL IN PROFESSIONAL NEGOTIATION
 
Number of 
Role of the Principal Replies 
1"nember of the teachers' negotiating 
team 0 
Member of the administrative negotiat­
ing team 23 
Advisor to the teachers' negotiating 
2team 
Advisor to the administrative negotiat­
ing team 8 
Advisor and consultant to both teams 7 
Independent voice in the negotiation 5 
No involvement 4 
Other (Please specify) 
2(a) Uncertain 
, }:~'1(b) Principal will be in between as 
1 F~ ;:~;jusual 
'-f (c) Dependent on the school and j;'~ t>..a 
1 hlidistrict ." 
"" 
the principals said that the role will be fulfilled as a 
member of the teachers' negotiating team, and only two 
felt that the role of the principal in professional negotiat­
ing team would be an advisor to the teachers' negotiating 
team. 
The final request asked of the principals was of the 
nlf vau feel that an answer to thesefl open end" variety. 
" 
..~~~~----------
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items needs qualification, please feel free to qualify 
your answer or to make any other comments which will be 
of benefit to the study.t1 Four principals made comments 
which pertained to individual items appearing in the ques­
tionnaire. These cor~~ents were presented as part of the 
preceding data. 
'?t~~;---------­
CHAPTER IV 
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The purpose of this study was to provide information 
concerning the present role of principals in professional 
negotiation and what they feel their appropriate role 
should be. This study concentrated on the role of the 
principal in the total professional negotiation process 
involving teachers, superintendents, and boards of educa­
tion concerned with the improvement of the education of 
youth. The study did not concern itself with a principals' 
negotiating unit bargaining solely for its own conditions 
of employment. 
A survey of related literature was carried out by 
the investigator to determine the attitudes and ideas of 
authors interested in the role of the principal in profes­
s10nal negotiation. A review of these attitudes and ideas 
was given in Chapter II. 
Hesponses to the questionnaires which were sent to 
the principals of the fifty largest high schools in the 
state of Iowa were reported in Chapter III. It was the 
pl1rpose of this chap tar to present a summary and accompany­
lng recommendations based upon those findings. 
",:\"'----------­
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I. SUMNLARY 
From the first item l'U the questionnaire it was 
determinea that this study had surveyed principals of 
senior high schools having enrollments which range from 
474 to 2,300. As a result of this sampling, conclusions 
and recommendations were based on the opinions of prin­
cipals from the relatively larger school systems in the 
eta te. 
A majority of the principals polled were employed 
by school districts which were involved in professional 
negotiation. A large wRjority of the principals stated 
that Iowa needs a state law concerning professional 
negotiation. ~ost of these same principals felt that 
such a. law should define the role of the principal in 
professional negotiation. 
The opinion of the principals was strongly in favor 
of active participation in professional negotiation ses­
sions. A majority believed that they should be included 
as members of e1 ther the local affilia te of the .1Lmerican 
I"ederation of 'reachers or the local association of -!-'une 
National Education Association. Eleven principals were 
undecided w1th reference to this question. 
34 
fro the question, "Should the principal ever be 
included in the negotiation sessions as a member of the 
teachers' negotiating team?" a majority opinion was not 
attained. The negative response received the most tallies; 
however, thirteen principals stated that the decision was 
dependent on the local circumstances. 
A large majority of the principals who were surveyed 
felt that their role in teacher-board negotiations and 
joint policy-making was not clearly defined or established 
in their respective school districts. 
This study was undertaken for the purpose of answer­
ing the follOWing questions: Wnat should be the role of 
the public school principal in professional negotiation 
and on which side of the bargaining table should he sit? 
Wha tis the principal's current role and wha t will be his 
future role in professional negotiation? 
A consensus of opinion as to what should be the 
role of the nublic school principal in professional 
negotiation pointed toward the position of advisor and 
consul tan t to bo th teams. This would indica te tha t the 
principal should not be seated on a particular side of 
the bargaining table. According to the survey if the 
principals were to be placed on a particular negotiating 
team, it should be the administrative team. 
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Only nine of the principals indicated that they 
had recently been included in professional negotiation 
sessions. In these negotiation sessions they had served 
primarily as members of the administrative negotiating 
team or as members of the teachers' negotiating team. 
Advisor to the teachers' or amninistrative negotiating 
team seemed to be a secondary capacity served by the prin­
cipal. It was generally felt that the future role of the 
principal will be that of a member of the administrative 
negotiating team. 
II. RECOMITENDA TIONS 
As a result of this study the following recommenda­
tions are made. The first recommendation is for the enact­
ment of appropriate legislation in the form of a state law 
concerning professional negotiation in Iowa. Such a law 
should specifically define the role of the principal in 
professional negotiation. 
Tlle second recont'Tlendation of this study is that the 
role of the principal in professional negotiation be one 
of an adviso17 capacity. By serving as an advisor and 
consultant to both the teachers' negotiating tea~ and the 
administrative negotiating team, the principal will best 
be a ble to work for the improvement of the educa tion of 
youth. 
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The third recommendation is for further study which 
is needed in this area. This report concentrated on the 
role of the principal in the total professional negotia­
tion process involving teachers, superintendents, and 
boards of education. A study is needed which concerns 
itself with a principals negotiating unit bargaining
' 
solely for its own conditions of employment. Who will 
negotiate for the principals? 
Conclusions and recor1IDendations of this field report 
were based on the opinions of principals from the relatively 
larger school systems in the state. There is need for a 
study which would survey the principals from the many smaller 
Iowa school districts regarding what they believe to be the 
role of the high school principal in professional negotiation. 
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APPENDIX A 
SURVEY LETTER 
November 12, 1968 
Dear	 Principal: 
I am working on my thesis for my Master's Degree 
from Drake University and would appreciate your coopera­
tion in helping me to acquire the desired information. 
I am sending questionnaires to the principals of 
the fifty largest high schools in the state of Iowa. The 
purpose of this study is to provide information concern­
ing the present role of principals in professional negotia­
tion and what they feel their appropriate role should be. 
It is vital that a good response be obtained from 
those to whom the questi01Lnaire is sent. I would appreciate 
your filling in the responses as soon as possible and return­
ing the questionnaire in the prepaid self-addressed envelope. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 
Sincerely yours, 
/s/	 Ronald L. Hocking 
Ronald L. Hocking 
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SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
Please check your response(s) to the following items. 
As used in thi s ques tionnaire, "professL onal negotia tion" 
is defined as follows: A process wherein the parties come 
to the negotiating table with divergent points of view 
abou t various items and through discussion move to?lard 
consensus so that an agreement may be reached. 
1.	 What is the Clwrent enrollment of your school? 
2.	 Is your school district involved in professional
negotia tion? 
Yes No 
--­
3.	 Do you feel that Iowa needs a state law concerning
professional negotiation? 
Yes No	 Undecided 
4.	 If your answer to Item 3 is yes, do you feel that such 
a law should specifically define the role of the prin­
cipal in professional negotiation? 
Yes	 No Undecided 
5.	 Should principals be included as member~ of either the 
local affiliate of the American Federatlon of T~achers 
or the Local Association of the National Education 
As so cia tion? 
Yes	 No Undecided 
--­
---
---
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6.	 Should the principal be an active participant in profes­
sional negoti~tion sessions? (that is, being present
and	 contributlng to the discussions.) 
Yes No Undecided 
7·	 Should the principal ever be included in the negotiation 
sessions as a member of the Teachers l Negotiating Team? 
Yes No Undecided 
Dependent on the local circumstances 
8.	 Do you feel that the role of the principal in teacher­
board negotiations and joint policy-making is clearly 
defined or established in your school district? 
Yes No 
--­
Undecided 
9.	 Have you recently been included in professional negotia­
tion	 sessions? 
Yes No 
10.	 If your answer to ItffiTI 9 is yes, what role did you play 
in the negotiation session? (If your participation 
included more than one of the folloWing, rank the items 
according to the degree of involvement. That is, 1 ~ 
greatest degree of involvement, 2; moderate degree of 
involvement, and 3 :::;:. least degree" of involvement.) 
Member' of the teachers' negotia ting team.
 
TTember of the administrative negotiatin[ team.
 
Advisor to the teachers' negotiating team.
 
Advisor to the administrative negotiating team.
 
Advisor and consultant to both teams.
 
Independent voice in the negotiation.
 
No invo 1vemen t.
 
Other (Please specify)
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11.	 What do you believe should ~ the role of the public 
school principal in professional negotiation? 
1~ember of the teachers' negotiating team. 
________ Member of the administrative negotiating team. 
_____ Advisor to the teachers' negotia ting team. 
________ Advisor to the administrative negotiating team. 
Advisor and consultant to both teams. 
------- Independent voice in the negotiation.
 
No involvement.
 
Other (Please specify)
 
12.	 Wha t do you believe will be the role of the public 
school principal in professional negotiation? 
Member of the teachers' negotia ting team. 
Member of the administrative negotiating team. 
-------- Advisor to the teachers' negotiating team. 
Advisor to the administrative negotiating team. 
Advisor and consultant to both teams. 
Independent voice in the negotiation. 
No involvement. 
Other (Please specify) 
13.	 Ir vou feel that an answer to these items needs qualifica­tio~, nlease feel free to qualify your answer or to make 
any other comments which will be of benefit to the study. 
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APPENDIX B 
SCHOOLS SEIJECTED FOE SURV1i.Y RANKED BY 
ENROLL1~NT OF DISTRICTS 
== 
Senior High School School District 
East 
Herbert Hoover 
Abraham Lincoln 
North 
Theodore Roosevelt 
Des Moines Technical 
Thomas Jefferson 
John F. Kennedy 
George Washington 
Central 
West 
·~ast 
Orange
 
Vlest
 
Central
 
East
 
Leeds
 
Thomas Jefferson
 
Abraham Lincoln
 
Dubuque
 
Ottumwa
 
Iowa City
 
Fort Dodge
 
Burlington
 
Mason City
 
Clinton
 
Cedar l"alls
 
Musca tine
 
Marsha 11 to\OVI1
 
Ames
 
Newton
 
Valley
 
Bettendorf
 
?'ort 1\'iad Ison
 
Keokuk
 
Des Moines 
Des Moines 
Des Moines 
Des Moines 
Des l~oines 
Des Moines 
Cedar Rapids 
Cedar Rapids 
Cedar Rapids
 
Davenport
 
Davenport
 
Waterloo
 
Waterloo
 
Via terloo
 
Sioux City
 
Sioux City
 
Sioux City
 
Council Bluffs 
Council Bluffs 
Dubuque 
Ottumwa 
Iowa C1 ty 
Fort Dodge 
Burlington 
Mason C1 ty 
Clinton 
Cedar Falls
 
Musca tine
 
Ma.rshalltown
 
Ames
 
Newton
 
West Des Moines 
Bettendorf 
Fort l'!.adison 
Keolmk 
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APPENDIX B (continued) 
Senior High School School District 
Fairfield 
Oskaloosa 
Charles Ci ty 
Southeast Polk 
Boone 
Webster City 
Indianola 
Grinnell-Newburg 
Sayeel 
Marion 
Ankeny 
Urbandale 
Waverly-Shell Rock 
Atlantic 
Spencer 
Fairfield 
Oskaloosa 
Charla s City 
Southeast Polk 
Boone 
Webster City 
Indianola 
Grinnell-Newburg 
Saydel 
Marion 
Ankeny 
Urbandale 
Waverly-Shell Rock 
Atlantic 
Spencer 
